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MAHONEY INQUIRY INTO THE MANAGEMENT OF OFFENDERS IN CUSTODY AND IN 
THE COMMUNITY, REPORT 

Statement by Premier 
DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [12.10 pm]:  On 5 April this year I appointed Hon Dennis 
Mahoney AO, QC as a special inquirer under the Public Sector Management Act 1994 to conduct an inquiry into 
the performance of the Department of Justice with regard to the management of offenders in custody and in the 
community.  The inquiry produced more than 2 200 pages of transcript and received submissions from 111 
individuals and organisations, representing a very broad range of interests in our justice system.   
The government endorses the need to reform the way offenders are punished and dealt with.  Our overriding 
priorities in this reform process are community safety and reducing reoffending. 
The report includes 148 recommendations and, while these will be given careful consideration, I am pleased to 
announce today a number of significant reforms.  First, the government will split the existing Department of 
Justice into two new departments, one being the Department of Attorney General and the other being the 
Department of Corrective Services.  It is clear that the creation of a “mega” justice department in 1993 was a 
failure.  The new Department of Corrective Services will improve focus and accountability in the management of 
offenders.  We believe that a department dedicated to the management of offenders will improve performance in 
this area and community safety.  Second, the government will create a new body to replace the Parole Board of 
WA.  The new body, named the Offenders Review Board, will have increased transparency and accountability, a 
stronger focus on community safety and will better respond to the interests of victims of crime.  Parole should 
not be a reward for good behaviour but rather a means of reducing reoffending.  Third, the government will 
establish a system to better assess and classify offenders in custody and the community.  A new corrections act 
will replace the existing Prisons Act 1981 and the Sentence Administration Act 2003 and provide the basis for 
improved management of offenders, including the processes for assessing and classifying prisoners and 
determining their placement within the prison system.  Fourth, the government has also endorsed 
recommendations to provide better staff training and development programs.   
Lastly, as recommend by Justice Mahoney, I have established a high-level team to advise and oversee 
implementation of the report’s recommendations.  I am pleased to advise the house that Mr Greg Joyce, former 
Director General of the Department of Housing and Works, will head the Justice Reform Implementation Group.  
The group is required to report back to cabinet by the end of January with an implementation schedule and 
detailed costings of the initiatives. 

The Mahoney report provides a blueprint for the future that will meet this government’s key priorities of 
enhancing community safety and reducing reoffending.  I thank Justice Mahoney for his work and am pleased to 
table the report of the “Inquiry into the Management of Offenders in Custody and in the Community”. 

[See paper 1100.] 

Motion 
Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I move - 

That the report be published. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.13 pm]:  I was going to raise a point of order on this issue but now that a 
motion has been put, I can speak to that motion.  This is an abuse of the parliamentary procedure of this house.  
The Premier has used time allocated for a brief ministerial statement to table a report that has cost well over 
$2 million.  He has bypassed the normal conventions of Parliament.  Normally, a report of this nature, 
magnitude, cost and importance would be introduced into the Parliament by way of a longer ministerial 
statement.  A copy of the Premier’s statement and the report would have been delivered to the opposition at least 
one hour before it was tabled in Parliament.  This is one more abuse of parliamentary procedures by the Premier 
and his government.  This is a disgraceful act on his part.  We have been given only three minutes to listen to the 
Premier.  He has told us virtually everything we knew already.  We are told that this is a significant report but we 
have not seen it.  The government has already made its decisions.  As such, the Parliament is not the first body to 
see this report.  The cabinet has seen it, and I suggest that members of the Labor Party have also seen it.  Nobody 
in the opposition has seen it; the shadow minister has not seen it.  The Minister for Justice thought he was doing 
me a favour when he said to me in the corridor, “Rob, I will give you a copy of the report as soon as we sit down 
in Parliament.”  I still have not received my copy and it has already been tabled.  It would have been a waste to 
give me a copy because it would have been tabled by then anyway. 

The Speaker would be well aware that brief ministerial statements are normally used by ministers for good news 
stories; to espouse something that is happening.  The Minister for Community Development often uses them to 
say what is happening in the youth area.  We accept that.  However, reports and statements of this nature should 
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be introduced to the house through a longer ministerial statement.  The Premier should be ashamed of himself for 
trying to bypass the normal procedures.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You have two hours tonight to debate it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why do we have two hours tonight to debate it? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Private members’ time. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is it not important enough to debate it in government time that it has to be done in private 
members’ time?  Members opposite should be ashamed of themselves, especially the Premier.  I expect more 
from the Premier than this.  I always thought that he was a person of high integrity.  The Premier introduced a 
report today within three minutes and abused the time for brief ministerial statements.  He did not use a longer 
ministerial statement, which would have given the opposition 15 minutes in which to respond.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Without reading it! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We would have had an hour previous to the statement to look at it.  That is one hour more 
than we have at the moment!  The press conference is going to be held at 12.30!  The Premier knows exactly 
what he is going to say because he has had a few weeks to look at it.  We have had nothing, which is typical 
from this government.  This is an abuse of the parliamentary process of this house.   

Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General knows better than that.  This should have been done through proper 
process.  I ask that the Speaker rule, under standing order 150, that this be declared a ministerial statement. 

Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it was not.  It was a brief ministerial statement.  It was a flip-flop, easy-peasy type of 
statement made by the Premier, and it contained all good news stuff.  He said that the state has spent $2.5 million 
or whatever it was and the government is going to do this, that and the other, and the Premier thanked all the 
people who took part.  That is fine, but this should be a ministerial statement, not a brief ministerial statement.  
This shows the position of the government on this issue.  We have been hounding the government for months 
and months - even a year - 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  We have plenty of time. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, we have not!  We rise tomorrow at five o’clock and we do not resume until next 
March!  We have not got plenty of time to debate this.  The Premier might be prepared to bring it on at 11 
o’clock tonight when no-one is listening.  Private members’ time has already been allocated; this should be 
government time.  This is the issue of the Attorney General and his colleagues sitting next to him.  We know 
what they are going to do: they are going to blur the issues again by having two separate ministries.  I have 
plenty of criticisms that I can make on the information I have so far.  My point today is that the parliamentary 
procedures have been breached.  I ask that the Speaker rule that this be a ministerial statement.  Members 
opposite know that it should be.  I ask the Speaker to rule that way because that is the way it should be done.  
The Premier tries to argue that we have two hours later today; that time has already been allocated.  He knows 
that and I know that.  The Premier is holding a press conference in about 10 minutes. 

A government member:  Do you know what the topic is for the two hours? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know what the topic is for the two hours.  However, we have other issues.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  What could be more important than this?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly, Attorney General!  What could be more important than this?  It is flipped into 
Parliament with a three-minute brief ministerial statement and the report is to be dropped on the table and 
everyone is expected to deal with it.  What are members opposite are afraid of?  They are afraid of 
accountability!   

Several members interjected.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would like to know whether the Minister for Justice will still be dealing with this area 
after today or will it be the member for Girrawheen.  I know that certain journalists want me and the Minister for 
Justice to again go head-to-head on this issue.  I would relish that.  I will give the minister the mauling I gave 
him last time, because at the end of the day this is an important issue.  The Attorney General has just said that 
this is an important issue, yet he has tried to justify it being brought in with a three-minute brief ministerial 
statement.  It is the normal good-news story.  The Premier has become renowned worldwide for being the good-
news Premier; he goes running when it is bad news. 
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The SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Hillarys knows what the motion before the house is.  The motion is 
that this house authorise publication of the report, not whether it should or should not have been a short 
ministerial statement or whatever, or whether the opposition has had sufficient time or not.  After five minutes, I 
think I have given the member sufficient time to ramble a little and he should now address the motion. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I obviously accept your direction, Mr Speaker.  I appreciate the five minutes you have 
given me to ramble on, as you say.  This is an important issue.  The Attorney General said that he would 
welcome a debate, and I wonder whether the Premier would welcome a debate by bringing on this matter straight 
after question time, in the government’s time, to debate this specific area. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is already listed. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Since when has the Attorney General been the Premier?  Maybe he should be, but he is 
not.  The Premier has moved the motion that the report be tabled.  I am responding to the Premier’s motion and 
the comments made by the Attorney General that the government would be happy to bring this matter on.  I 
suggest this is an important matter.  The Premier has done it the wrong way - he knows that, I know that and I 
think everybody will know it by the end of the day.  The government should bring on this matter straight after 
question time and give us the opportunity. 
Mr Speaker, I also asked that you rule that this be deemed a ministerial statement rather than a brief ministerial 
statement.  If you were to do that, it would obviously give the opposition the opportunity to have - 
Government members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Maybe the Premier should have given it to me earlier then.  It would give the opposition 
the opportunity to make a 15-minute response at some stage during government time today. 
The SPEAKER:  In relation to the member’s contribution on that point, there is an argument that important 
issues should hold a special place and be subject to ministerial statements.  The ministers concerned with this 
issue have determined to make short ministerial statements, which is their decision, and there are other avenues 
that the opposition can use to debate the issue. 
The question is that this house authorise publication of the report. 
Question put and passed. 
 


